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July 12, 1994 

These comments apply prirnariiy to near term alternarkes, and reflect dMerences of oplnion arnonQ GDH staff in 
scnie cases. The atrernatbes provided by DOE appear to be llrnltd In approach and scope, reflecting e 
reluctance to truly consMer alternatives other than that previously chosen. Previous suggestlons by CDH mff 
have not been addressed, and are repeated beluw. 

General Comments 

Purpose: DOE'S underlying basis for needlng to contlnue to manage the ponds has not been deflned. They 
have to dectdde which of two reasons, I) protecting human health or II) sustalnlng ecdoglcal resources, Is the 
primary objectlve. We cannot shape a management plan wlthout knowlng what w6 are managing for. 

Proposals: There are many good prom d ,Is In the document, but they are not Integrated sensibly. Some IImtted 
suggestions for comblned recommendations are included at the end of this memo. 

Treatment: DOE has oot figured out what would happen H sample results for any system came out above 
smndards. Our comments on the dqft IM/)RA supponed B consolidated treatment facility at A4, IndudlnG 
metals and rads capablllty, provldlng one last fall safe capbll'ky. 

lnterlor Ponds: Do not dewater and revegetate the lnterlor ponds. Thb  buys nothing over the current 
conflgurarlon and may Increase worker/publlc exposure. Nothlng should be done to the Interior ponds until a 
remedlal decision Is reached under OU6, ,There is stilt a chance that the interior ponds would receive Ec aplli. 
renderlng any rernporary actlon useless. 
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On the other hand, the Interior ponds should not be used for routine spill control. DOE phllosophy In general is 
to keep them as z backup sysrem. That may be acceptable, provlded other means (tankage) Is used as the 
PRIMARY spill control rnechanlsm. DOE seems to be mlsslng the llnk between tankage arKi the Interior ponds. 
Just because the Dispute Resolution Coqmittee pawned lmplernentatlon of tankage to the Industrial Area IMIIRA 
doos nor excuse this IM/IRA from complying with the reason we needed the tanks In the firSt place. 

Water Balance: Flows Into the pond systems are not yet quantflled. The sO/50/50 MG generalhation Is not 
workable for decision making. There are no volumes attached to dlscharges such as tootlng dralns, runoff, 
exfiltration. As a firs! srep in planning for pond management DOE should have complled and provided deta!ied 
information on the quality and quanttty of each of the sources to each pond and evaluated whether any of those 
sources could have been prevented, reduced, contained, etc. 

DO? needs to evaluate Vet' and 'dry' periods; the excess water occurs during a short season (AprilJune?). A? 
oth?; times, the system can be managed in a hatch mode. The e x c m  water needs to be quailtifled so that a 
method of disposal can be determlned. 

Op+ratIng Parameters; DOE faUed to lnvestlgate chanqlng their operatlng constralnts of 50% capacw, 1 Wday 
dravdown and fal ld to look at ways to reduce the 35- day batch dlscharge cycle They cannot s e e m  to pln 
aown (or )ustify) the nuts and bdrs of operational constralnts. The capactty lirntts on the ponds keeps bouncing 
aroynd between 50 and 65% Does DOE really know what the maximum Is? What about pekometrlc levels7 

Agenda page: Please forward coples of the r~SponStvene6S summary and the draft schedule for submlttal af 
'drafI final Pond Water Managemenr 1M/IR4 deckion aocumenr'. What is the purpom of the 'Biological 
Assessment for Pond Water IM/IRA" Ikred as an agenda hem? 

I 
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Analyses: Wlth respect lo needlng to analyze for 212 water qualtty parameters _ _ _  per pond prbr to release': 
CDH needs to be able to take 8 representative sample of the Impounded water pdor to reiease. We do not 
requlre DOE to sample, or to sample each pond. 

Consideretione: They need to ddne how 'considerations' such as the Mlgmtory Blrd Treaty Act and the 
Endangered Spedes Act have anything to do wt!h declslons on how to manage water. The 'COnsldeEIt\OnS' are 
not supported or quantlfied. DOE needs to d&ne -1 they man by 'hlstarlc water quality data' and 
"emergency releases of water. I f  DOE needs to perform a water rlghts agswment for a particular option, why 
hasn't at least a first cut It an a9S89srnent been done? DOE has not presented arry details on how and at what 
volumes the dfed Acts regulate pool vdume fiuctuatlon or detention al water. 

Costs: At the level of detail provMed, costs do not appear to vary enough to justify carrylng them as 8 
conslderarion. It is unclear whether cost estimates are valld enough to Justlfy comment Specmc comments on 
costs are therefore reserved. 

&CVk c o r n  

Option 1.1: Batch Discharge with Increased Dnm Monitoring 

- 

- 

Thls is no different born current operations other than having a person monitor the dams more often. 

What Wfll be accornpllshed for the $900,000 for dam safer)/, Is thls in addhlon to work already being 
performed as r8CDm!TWlded by the Gyps? 

t Option 1.2: Spray EvaporaMn/lnlgetio~ 

- 4 - -  
The optlon on interior ponds, howevq, is probably best (except spay Bvaporarlng excess water). Thls Is an 

We have gone on the record as not being In favor o f  spray evaporatlon. Many Or our concerns are listed In 
thls sectlon. 

example of a good dte- hldden In a bad one. \ 

I 

- No comment other than thls may be approplate In comblnadofl wRh anMher altematbe. (Spray evapomtlon, 
in the case of the Landfill Pond, shows 90% of the water rsturning to the pond. Thus, It would seem that 
evaporation wlll not effectively reduce water volumes. lrrigatkm may be OK According to t h e  Zero 
Discharge Study, 1 MG of potable Water is used for tam waterlng in the summer. Maybe a source other 
than potable water could be used for thlE, as well as other, purposes. Has DOE evaluated atternatbe3 that 
us8 water but do not create wetlands? 

, 

' 

, 

I - 
, created? 

DWS DOE have access m IBW water that could be used to repiace any consumed? 
Presumably DOE would not use contamlnated water for thls purpose 90 how couid 'addltlonal IHSS's' be 

- Any return flow woldd need to be prevented or managed to meet Seg. 4 standards t f  Ir enrered that Sqmenf. 

Option 1.3: Direct Dischege of STP Etffuent to Segment 4 

- This may be one of the best ahematlves. Allowing this virtually ellmlnates all the other stlcklng points, which 
are primarlly refated to water vdurnes. ThlS would free up pond capachy for almost exclus;dy storm water 
runoff. It would reducs the Inflw enough so that they could easlfy manage a batch isofation system with !he 
water that does reach the tmlnal ponds. 

, 
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- 

- 
The bad part Is that the new 1\!PDES pemtlt would have to be In place. This may not happen in our llfetlme 

Because the water wouM be regulated once at the STP under NPDES, It not only seems unreasonable but 
unnecessary lo expect DdE to resample the same water once il gets to A4. I thlnk we could ask for, and 
probably get, whatever tig ter contrds we thlnk are necessary at the STP. 

No real-time analytical squlprnenf exists for rads. The only rlsk associated wtth this option is an unknown 
release of a radlonuclMe. Do the benefits outwelgh the rtsks? 

What would a release of rads do to the STP and how llkely ts It to get through? DOE should develop r m l  
eff Iclencles for various pararnerers, Including rads. 

The water quality analyses estlmate ($5wKf Is the Same 8s the prevlous alremattves. ThJs should Increase 
wlth tlghter monttorlng of the STP effluent Also. what Is the $&OOK allORed to dam safety going towards? 

1 
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- 

- 

- RF would flrst need to demonstrate to the State's $atlsfactiOn that there are adequate contrds wtthln the 
entire system to assure th+ spills could not enter The W P  influent One mechanism which would provlde 
some assurance Is throug the current Drain ID Study which Is currently underway. However, This study Is 
not llkely to be completed z ntll 1% (per DOE comments on the draft NPDES pemlt). 

Addltionally, DOE would need to demonstrate to the State that dellberare contrlburlons to The STP are all 
Identlfied, quantlfled and evaluated agalnsl STP removal efficiencies and effluent llmttatlons. Thls appears 
unlikely. As an exampre, DOE provlded nortficallon in June, 1994 to EPA pursuant to thelr current NPDES 
permit, that 2400 gal/wk of wastewater from the decon pad would be enterlng the STP collection system. 
The only pretreatment standards applied by DOE are for gross alpha, gross beta and pH. The alpha 
standard set by DOE Is 40 pC1/1. No speciflc rads are to be tested prlor to dlscharge to the STP. A Worst 
case example would be 2 q  gallons released In one day, with 40 pCi/) Pu. Assuming 90% removal In the 
STP, and assumlng zero hackground Pu entering the STP, the effluent Pu would exceed the proposed permit 
llrnlt of 0.05 pCl/l. Yet DOE 16 satisfied wlth slmply measuring alpha, whlch has yet to be correlated wtth 
plutonlum moncentrallons. 'Thls would show that direct SfP release is not reliable. It would be 8 vulneraMe 
system. There are examples of other unknmms wlth respect to STP contributions: Per DOE cornmem to 
the draft NPDES permit, the NCPP invdves potential discharge to the STP. Yet no quamiflcatlon of thl6 
discharge has been presented. 

- 

- Exactly where would the STP be discharged into Seg.47 Above or Mow McKay bypass return flow? 

- Has DOE evaluated methods of maintalnlng flows In Walnut Creek by other optrons or comblnatlons of 
options? 

Option 1.4: Continuoue Use bf Cunenr Treatment System at Pond A4 

- System rnus! be upgraded for metals and rads before we consider lhls a serious option Existing treatment 
has not been shown to effechely remove law level rads. 

Waste genemtlon from exjsting system has been estimated at 120,000 #/year of spent GAC, per dratr 
SWMP. There has been a ,problem In the pas wlth dlsposlng of thls waste. 

Cold weather operatlons piesent problems. 

Thls optlon, provlded addidonal treatment capabUrty Is added for metals, rads, etc., should be svaluated in 
combination wkh other optjons. Treatment at A4 should not be consMerd a viable long term O p t h .  8s 
waters In A4 and above are waters of the natlon and State and should meet water quallty crkerla. 

- 

- 

- 
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Optfon 1.6: Flow-thmugh Dbcheqjer wtth Real-tlmo Monl'torlng 

- 

- 
Thls section lack13 an actlon @an should discharges need to be terminated for eny w o n .  

Realtlme alpha rnonhoring does not neceasarlly detect pllrtonlum exmedances above 0.05 @/I; CoUM a 
sysrern be developed to correlate Pu wlth tur!Wtry or paftlcle she? 

This optlon does not provMe for representathe sampling and evaluation before the water Is released from 
DOE contrd. Thls is not posslbie as a short-term optlon. 

A Row-through system seem premature untA Broomfield's new water supply is on llne and wtth the many 
unkn~wns associated wtth upcoming D8D. 

- 

. 

Ideas for Other Al- 

A. P I nding the approval and lmplementatlon of the NPDES permtt at the STP, Increase the conuds and allow 
its emuent to be didcharged dlrectfy, bypaslng the ponds. 

8. Maintain the interior ponds at 10 to 25% volume pending the OU6 ROD. Corrtlnued use of interlor ponds for 
spill control Is unacceptable. Routine spllls must be dlrected to the new tankage. Interior ponds can remaln 
avallable as an emergency backup. 

c. Beef Up the "Terminal Treatment Facittt)" at A4 to Include met&$ and rads. I f  the rernalnlng waters In the 
pond system are to be batched, thls provides a contingency A they exceed standards. If waters are to be 
COntlnUOUS flow, they could pass through the system continuously prlor to release Into Segment 4. 

D. No spray evapratlon. Segment 5 water can be transfend dOwnsfteam and treated. 

E. Could we see a schedule (time a+ cost) for relrrforclng the extstlng dams? The USACE recommended 
flattenlng and buttressing the upstream dopes for A4 and C2 and flattenlng and buttressing the downstream 
slopes for all three terminal darns. Does thls acrlon allow hlgher Water retention? 

At what percent capacity would t$e darns need to be operated In order to batch operate year round? How 
do68 to 50% IS this? 

F The hydrologic Imbalance occurs roughly from March - June of each year. During this time. there Is ~XCBSS 
water which prevents operating In a strict batch mode. During thfs season, the volume of water transferred 
from B5 to A4 and from A3 to A4 can readily be quanUHed. Why not sample the water as Ir Is b h g  
transfefrecl, say on days 1 and 3 of the transfer. The Lah turn around Ime of 18 days would get the results 
back on day 19 (for 8ample 1) arfl day 21 (for sample 2). CaJculate !he expeaed concentrarlorts Using flaw 
volumes actually transfarred into p4. If final calculated COncentratlOm are OK, begtn release from A4 on day 
22. This will lessen the d a p  In the discharge cyde. The actual pre-dbcharge sample would sttll be 
collected on day 7 or 10, but 
corrflrmatory sample. The 
approach would only be 

not be needed for authorirlng a release. It would 38Ne baSJCdY as a 
dalip STP data would also be used to confirm the results. This 

the wet season where the need can be documenred. 

Concurrent wlth using this shy-term approach, DOE wouid need to look at Mr discharge crkerta (50%, 
one foot/day, etc) to SUQ h o w  ylld they are far sttuatlons where the water Is held for <30 days. AM, CIllCe 
the new piezometers are installp, these crtterla need to ke evaluated against the response shown by the 
new piezometers. 
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G. There are several meaeures scoped out in the Zero Discharge Study%ereby the vdume of water to the 
ponds could be reduced and/or some of the waStew8fer cwld be reused. Are any of these belng 
Investigated? 

ti. Use of the ponds as a system to perfom batch releases, perhps alternating batch releases between the 
larger ponds or simultaneously batchlng/releasing from 2 ponds while lsolatlng sfp and stormwater In 
another pond or ponds; Has DOE evaluated managing these releases on a ~~88onal basis’? 

I .  Use of other storage (tanks, ponds) for the SYP effluent and batch releasea 

J. Batch until hlgh levels force release, then treat and release If data not yet adIablf3. 

K. Combinations of the llared short-term and long-term opthns wlth a phase-In of the long term. 

L These are not all of the optluns DOE should have considered. The process and/or the bias to a flow-through 
system has apparently rsavalned creattvtry. 

i 
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